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Lacan, at the beginning of his text “ The Direction of the cure “ , states that he aims  at showing us how impotence in authentically sustaining a praxis is reduced , as it so happens in the history of mankind, to the exercise of a sort of power expression.
At another point on the same text, he also says that “ the psychoanalyst directs the treatment, but he must not, under no condition, direct the patient”, an issue which all of us, analysts, know well about.
I  believe that Lacan throughout his text strongly invites us to think over the questions related to analytical work, inquiring us, as practitioners, about them.
I am highly interested in discussing the following questions: What does authentically sustaining a praxis mean?  Where/how may it be reduced to a mere exercise of power ?
The  point of refusal of knowing about castration, a point which brings about a certain ambiguity and the implication of such a refusal, regarding the sustenance of the analytical practice, is the point I am intended to articulate. For this reason, regarding the citations I have mentioned so far, drawing from the Writing in question, and related to the abuse of power, it is important to take into consideration the fact that it is not enough for knowledge to be intellectually known, it is necessary to find out conditions to put into practice the issue which, in another place, is known and refused to be known, case which can only be dealt with through the opening of a passage to the logical place of the Other under the process of analysis.
What is the relationship between the linking of knowledge and power  with the non – sustenance of the analytical practice ? How can we locate the place where knowledge is linked to power and what are its consequences regarding the use and the abuse of  power ?
Lacan, in his Seminary XVI -  “ From one Other to another”, locates an important point, in terms of the relationship established in the world, ever since it is so-called a world, between knowledge and power, which is determined by the copulation association value this “end” bears. Lacan shows us that such an association between knowledge and power is false, although it allows the detention of a sort of power.
Ever since Ancient Times, since the Time of the Great Empires, those who knew how to count were the same to take charge of the distribution and partition. It seems to be fair since that time. It seemed to be fair not only in Ancient Empire Times, but it also seems to be fair up to now : because it is taken for granted that justice lies on the fact that he who knows how to count is the  right one  to be in charge of distribution. In other words, since Ancient Times, such a pressupposition has always implied that those who know how to count hold a sort of power.
This relationship between knowledge-and-power and the question of justice should be taken into account because it deals with a seemingly dominant ideology imposed to each empire. It comprises a structural question, this being the reason why government changes and social criticism are not sufficient, are not enough  because they do not  promote the necessary changes at the uppermost point of concern. For instance : governments change , political parties change ; however, at this place where such a conception of power detention is linked to knowledge, nothing ever changes at all, no matter how malignant the intellectual criticism upon society might be. Therefore, is there any possibility of a change ocurring at this point ?
I think this is the fundamental issue. It makes us face certain issues which must be questioned upon regarding the sustenance of analytical practice, although only by means of an analysis it will be possible to reach the inquiring level and to be concerned about this linking between knowledge and power.
Where knowledge and power seem to unite , there is a belief, somewhat related to perversion, which emerges as if embodied into someone. The perverse hinders the Other's castration and, up to a certain extent, he is successful. It is important to elucidate here that the perverse's achievement of such efficacy is not imaginary. It belongs in the symbolic universe. The perverse achieves this obstruction embodying this belief.
The question of knowledge in psychoanalysis is concerned with the place of castration, which bears a symbolic function. Nevertheless, castration, while real, has no concern at all with truth. The fact that no truth may be present in relation to the real makes the lack be real. What comes into account, therefore, is that lack, while being real, has nothing to do with reality, and it is only while being real that it may remain excluded for the subject.
This real, structural  lack is exactly what the perverse tries to hide from the Other. Perversion empowers neurosis, while it embodies the knowledge of how to shut the lack up. The perverse believes to be capable of joining knowledge and power. The neurotic believes that the perverse does indeed know and, for this reason, the perverse is supposed to have power. He is supposed to have power  because the neurotic also wants to believe that it is somehow possible to know how to furnish the lack. The neurotic submits himself to the knowledge of perversion since he wants to believe that the perverse knows how to do so.
The subject under a perverse position, facing castration, develops a device of renegation, according to which he asserts a relationship with knowledge, fact which does not leave him without holding knowledge. The perverse knows , and even more than that, he wants to show off his knowledge. In other words, he wants to say that he is the owner, the possessor of what he knows, and, by converting himself into the proprietor, he is empowered to declare :  I did not know, but now I do. The perverse assertion is always related to a sort of knowledge.
The assertion  I did not know, but now I do  may also occur under a neurotic analysis process. However, this is not the case of considerng this “ knowledge about something which was not known before “  as a final point, because for knowledge to be related to castration, it must be precisely lacking.
For this knowledge to be lacking, that is, for knowledge to be related to castration is exactly the issue the perverse will not allow. Therefore, he will demand for help from the Other at the social link, he will demand the other to be his support for sustaining this assertion about knowledge. The “ but now I know “ , in perversion, may by no means be broken as it may so happen at the discourse level of a subject who is affected by castration in the neurotic way. However, this dilemma point is also present in neurosis, due to the phantom which, as Lacan points out, is built up according to perversion. The phantom and perversion are almost equal  as regarded to shutting up the lack in the Other.
The perverse seemingly holds a sort of knowledge which establishes the own constitution of desire, the constitution of the subject as desirable of the desire of the Other, and such knowledge is associated to power while it makes it possible for him to create the phallus' symbol. Here, at this point, the perverse embodies this false association between knowledge and power. It comprises his faith, which is sustained upon the “ what I know, I do know” .
By supporting his faith upon what he knows, he upholds it in the symbolic efficacy related to the phallus, efficacy which constitutes a fiction by means of which we can speak and in which we live , although, on the other hand, it leaves aside the relationship between castration and the lack as real. The perverse, sustained by his faith and embodying his belief, always has something to offer to the social link as far as love and power are concerned. All methods introduced by him regarding love are based upon this position of renegation of castration, which does not leave him without knowledge. It is a situation in which “ I know” is asserted in terms of “ I did not know”, thus remaining safe and sound and, consequently, well established to support his faith.
The perverse believes there is a secret which he is ready to sell to anyone who might be willing to listen to him. However, this is the point from which he sustains himself against the unfaithful, to whom he even offers his faith always carried on by this knowledge of perversion. Faith creates the belief, but it is not the belief itself. Faith here comprises the subject's  move towards  claiming to himself that somebody may believe  him. . In other words, the perverse believes and is faithful to the idea that there will always be someone able to believe that the mother is not castrated.

This is the point where the subject, regarding the mother's castration, first Other's place, refuses to know about castration and, at this is the point of ambiguity,and according to the logic of the universal premise of the penis, the subject initially supposes to knows that everybody has it. Phobia and fetichism constitute examples, where the subject places an object at this position of confrontation with the lack; that is, to avoid facing lack, to be protected against the anguish of castration.
As a means of protection against the anguish of castration, several different responses may occur, regarding both neurosis’ and psychosis’ operator, as well as perversion's. At the point of confrontation with the mother's castration, while prime Other, the neurotic subject represses this knowledge about the lack, the psychotic subject forecloses it and the perverse one refuses it.
Such a refusal is present at the same point where whatsoever is expected to be known lies on the notion that there is no knowledge about the other sex.

On my own point of view, this is the fundamental structural point to be overpassed in an analysis; that is, to achieve the location and to transpass the way the One uses to make himself, at this point, the totalizing object of the Other. In an analysis, to situate the sorts of knowledge which offer sustenance to the One who complements with the Other, who conceals, who masquerades the signs of the lack in the Other, is exactly what is hindered by the maintenance of the connexion between knowledge and power. Thus, where there is no knowledge, a sort of knowledge is quickly inserted and it can so be said : I do know it now.
This is the point the subject must reach and count differently. In other words, he must uncount himself away from the totalizing One and put into account the lack as real; that is to say, there is no knowledge capable of supplying this structural lack and capable of causing the downfall of the ideal of creating a One who is maintained, due to narcissism, articulated to the phallus with the symbolic efficacy.

At this very point, where knowledge and power are joined under a false association, any kind of knowledge entitled a priori is a mere case of manipulation, hindering the analytical practice. Therefore, the sustenance of analytical practice demands, as an ethical rigour, for the non-refusal of the knowledge about castration, which is related to the fact that there is no knowledge capable of supplying the lack taken as real.
This  is the only possible position for knowledge, power and justice not to be conjugated as a “now I know “  derived from the faith embodied by the perverse. Otherwise, it may only lead to turn transference into power abuse and to the non-sustenance of the analytical praxis. 
